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ABSTRACT 

During the last decade in Belgium and the 
Netherlands r comprehensive reform of primary education emanated from 
central policy • In both Cv. untries the national authorities set up a 
program to encourage and facilitate the new primary school concept. 
This paper reports on 25 schools in the Netherlands and 52 in Belgium 
that acquired special funding and assistance. Research was based on 
the assumption that the school's response manifests itself in three 
ways: in the nature of the implementation agenda; in specially 
arranged structures to conduct the implementation activities; and in 
steering the flow of implementation work. Data were collected from 
interviews, questionnaires, observation, and document analysis. 
Respondents included principals and staffs external change 
facilitators, school inspectors, and policy makers. The first part 
provides an overview of national policy at the local school level, 
with attention to school/national policy interaction. Part 2 outlines 
and illustrates a profile of steering functions — direction/conce^^ ^ 
clarification, directional pressure, assistance/support, and latitude 
definition* The concept of implementation as an intervention in the 
ongoing school organizational processes is examined in part 3, which 
describes the local concerns generated by comprehensive mandates for 
change. Part 4 accounts for differences in the two national 
repertoires of policy inducements and addresses the question of how a 
central policy program presents itself locally. A profile of policy 
inducements from the school ^s perspective is articulated. Two figures 
are j.ncluded. (29 references) (LMI) 
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SCHOOLS IMPLEMENTING A CENTOAL REFORM POLICY: 
findings Srom two national educatiojlal contexts 

Rein van der Vcgt, University of Utrecht, The Netherlands 
Roland Vandcnberghe, University of Leoven, Belgium 



Introdnction 

In Belgium and the Netherlands during the last decade comprehensive reform of primaiy education 
has emanated from asntxtH policy. Innovations of a radiral nature affected the local school, both in 
classroom practices and, particularly in the case of the Netherlands, in its organizational arrangements. 
The new policies, being centrally determined, are presented as complex innovation concepts and which 
are laid down as general guidelines, leaving autonomy with the schools as to how they are to be achie- 
ved. However, schools have to develop their local innovation efforts with reference to the broad 
national policy of primaiy scbool change. 

In both countries, the national authorities set up a program to encourage and facilitate the 
implementation of the new primary school concept at the local IcveL In this paper, reporting from 
research conducted in both oiuntri^ we deal with schools that acquired from central authority special 
funding and assistance in return for efforts to implement their version of the national reform concept. 
From the perspective of the policymaker, and in the contest of radical cductional change, these schools 
were (implicitly) viewed as local implementers of national policy aims, as 'implementing organizations'. 
In our terms, these schools became contractors-for-change. 

Our research focused on the local sdiool's response to inducements from external policy to change 
its educational and or^nizational practice. Central to our research is the notion that the school's 
response to the policymaker's inducements manifests itself in three ways: 

(a) in the nature of the school's implementation agenda: the set of locally stated innovation goals 
selected in response to central policy amis; the items on the agenda reflect what is 'at stake' for the 
school; 

(b) in specially arranged structures to osnduct the implementation activities: the temporary structural 
arrangement of task groups, work procedures, roles in the service of implementation; and 

(c) in steering the flow of implementation work; the steering fimctions ^tablished in the life of the 
school .^or coordinating, a^^sisting, providing guidance and directing the innovation efforts throughout 
the organization. Our studies dealt with these processes of agenda-setting, structuring and steering. 
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kffd^imd and purpose of the study. The data base is from research carried out separately in 
Belgium (Dutch-speaking part) and the Netherlands. Both projects focussed on the school as an 
•implementing organization' and had in common an interest in the school's response to external poUcy 

inducement for major change. 

Though our researdi in the Netherlands (25 schools) and in Belgium (52 schools) was condurted 
separately, we afterwards integrated our data sets within the same frameworL That is, given the 
commonality of focus, we tried to conccptuaUy frame our data, using concepts and notions developed 
in the separate research projects. This paper reports on the leading concepts of our framework, using 
at tne same time data from several empiriral studies. 

Both research projects had a mixed quantitative and quaUtativc design. Data was coUected through 
interviews, questionnaires, observation and analysis of school documents. Respondents were principals 
and staff; and also external change facilitators, school inspB,;tors and poUcymakers. The quaUtative 
parts invohred longitudinal on-site study of schools to register (through observation and Interviews) 
their daUy implementation work on the workfloor. Questionnaires of (semi-) standardized format were 
administered to teachers and principals to map both the process of implementation and the effects of 
their efforts. 

The details of design and data are published elsewhere: Verhagen, Bastiaans, Corten, Knip & Van der 
Vegt, 1986; Vandenberghe, 1988a; Vandenberghe, D'Hertefelt, Wouters en Van Dooren, 1989; Van der 
Vegt & Knip, 1988 a,b, 1990; Knip & Van der Vegt, 1991; Vandenberghe, Verhoelsi, Staessens, 
D'Hertefelt & Woutere, 1990, Staessens, 1991 a,b,c; Vandenberghe & Staessens, 1991. 

Design and focus of paper. In Part One the context of the study will be introduced, with special 
reference to the school-national poUcy interaction. In Part Two we deal with the steering of imple- 
mentation work seen as a response by the school to the external poUty inducements. We outline and 
iUustrate the proffle of the steering functions for implementation, and present some empirical 
validating evidence from our research work. In Part Three we elaborate the idea that implementation 
can be conceived of as an 'intervention' into ongoing processes of the school organization- Finally, 
since the studies were carried out in separate institutional settings, we had to account for differences in 
The two national repertoires of poUcy inducements. The question arises how a central poUcy program 
presents itself locaUy. In particular, what does it represent or contain for a school conducting its 
contracted implementaUon work? By integrating our research notes, we started work on articulating 
the profile of policy inducements, particularly from the perspective of the implementing school. In Pan 
Four we briefly deal with this question. 
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PART ONE: National Policy at the Local School Levd: an ovtiview 



The Setting 

Comprehensive, large-scale change. The innovatioa policies in both ooimtrias cover a broad spectrum 
of educational and administrative activities in primaiy schools. For eaample» the objectives include 
canicular differentiation in the major teaching domains and the improvement of the schooft capacity 
to meet a wider range of students' needs. 

In the Netherlands, national poUcy for prinmiy education had the format of institutional change: the 
mandated creation of a new system for young people between the ages of four and twttn which would 
be entrusted to a new type of sdiooL The kindergarten Q>re-sc4iool) and the clementaiy schools were 
required to colloborate in impl«nenting that policy at local level Hius, the reform not only included 
comprehensive educational change. Local schools had also to develop a new organizational and school 
leadership structure that would reflea the totegration of the two subsystems. Formally speaking, this 
new integrated structure is in operation since 1985. Since then additional national policy programs aim 
to support schools in further implementing the undertying innovation concept for primaiy education. 

In Belgium, central authority advocates and fecflitates the implementation of broad mid for-reaching 
innovative objectives, but unlike the Netherlands, the proposed improvements do not afffect the legal- 
institutional structure of primary education. However, in both countries the agendas-for-diange are 
veiy similar, in content as well as in scope. Although the 1^ status of the primaiy school in Belgium 
is different from that in the Netherlands, for an practical purposes, the policy fflivironments in both 
countries with regard to current reform objectives are broadly equivalent (This applies particularly to 
the Dutch reform policies after 1985.) 

In both countries, the national Departments of Education challenge the school to give 
comprehensive (or multl-dlmensional) objectives a programmatic and a locally workable shape. For 
example, scAools are expected to incr?ase their 'service capacity* in meeting a wider range of students' 
needs. This service capacity is a central feature of the new school concept in both countries. It relates 
to activiti^ such as enhancing the integration or interdependence between prc-school and primaiy 
school; increasing individualization, particularly as to reading and arithmetic; improving the remedial 
capacity of the school by developing diagnostic-remedial facilities and installing these in regular school 
life; and putting more emphasis on the sodo-cmoUonal development of students. 

Local schools confronted with such comprehensive 'innovation bundle' try to control the import of 
innovative concepts from the policy world. Objectives get reduced, filtered, down-rfzed and schools 
differ in their dioice for specific components: their agenda's-for-innovation differ in scope, in content, 
in ambiu'on; and as a result, the stakes vary (Knip & Van der Vcgt, 1991; Vandcnbcrghe, 1987). As 
indicated above, we view the local innovation agenda as a reflection of a school's response to external 
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policy. However, the schools in both countri« not only responded to objectives advocated and induced 
by policy, they also had to respond to programs or schemes^ set up by the national Departments of 
Education, in order to promote and to fociUtate schools in conducting their implementation work. 

National policy programs for implementation. The demanding and large-scale character of the 
proposed changes caused the poliqnoiaker to anticipate implementation difBculties at the local level 
lliuSt in Belgium and in the Netherlands, schemes were set vp to stimulate and to facilitate 
implementation efiforts by schools* Under these schemes, schools could apply (and compete) for funds 
and assistance made available to them under conditions specified by the central Department of 
Education* Our researdi dealt with schools that were succ^ful in acquiring special funding and 
assistance in return for efforts to implement theh- agenda-for-change, ie. the school's vtsision of the 
overall reform concept. 

In order to obtain special funding and assistance schools had to submit a proposal, committing 
themselves to implementation activities that ihty themselves specified, and indicating what aspects of 
the national innovation agenda th^ would agree to implement In both countries the funding scheme 
was mildly competitive; proposals could be turned down or modifications requested Morevover, 
candidate schools in Belgium were assessed not only as to the relevancy of the items th^ had put on 
their change agenda, but were also required to participate in a rather thorough school-based review 
procedure to check and possibly improve their capacity for implementation work (Depoortere, De 
Soete & Hellyn, 1987). 

In return for their implementation workt the schools received special r^ourccs. These included 
(temporary) extra staff for remedial purposes, training of principals to improve their leadership skills; 
extensive in-service programs for stafif with a curricular, didactic or school-administrative content; 
external assistance by fecilitators for school-focused support for substantive educational matters as well 
as for the management of innovation; facilities for workshops at the school level Schools, having 
considerable autonomy, could 'negotiate' and develop their own repertoire of (external) resources. On 
the other hand, the schools that entered this type of arrangement had to accept that they would have 
to report regularly on the progress they made towards achieving their innovation goals. 

These schemes, and procedures attached to them, reflect the view of the national policymaker: the 
local school as an implementing unit. Consequently, the school is seen and treated as party-and-parmer 
in a national reform process. The school which successfully applied became 'a contractor-forM:hange*. 
Such schools T)ought into' the change process as a deh^erate decision (though most likely with a 
diversity of motives: pragmatic, opporttmistic, idealistic) and, in the context of a relationship in which 
they saw gains for themselves: the school acquired what we tenn 'contrart status'. 
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Contract stams and the dynamics of school life 

Having acquired contract status means that the school becomes an Implementing organization'. 
When a public bureaucracy bestows contract status on a sciiool it iavolves the school in a public policy 
process, and tries to achieve the school's commitment to implementing that policy: the local school as 
a contracted party for reform work in a national policy context 

Contract status can be seen as an Intervention' in the daify life of the school organization. What 
gives it the intervening quality? In what way does it affea the life of the school? Contract status (a) 
creates poHcy linkage^ and (b) induces a projeet-formas for the conduct of implementation work (Van 
der Vegl & Knip, 1990). 

Policy linkage means that the school will be more strongly connected to the actuality of its external 
policy environment* Conoetely, the school becomes more intense tied not onfy to devdopments in 
the (educational) policy domain but also to prevailing burraucratic-achninistxative procedures of the 
national Department of Education. This win result in an increase in the school's external dq>enden(y. 

Project-fonnat means that the school will have to pursue its implementation eSorts thxt)ttgh a 
focused but temporary work structure, designed to accomplish specified tasks. Specifically, in both our 
national contexts the project-format is inducrd by aspects of contract status such as: (a) the 
requirement for a local agenda-for-implementation, containing specified and substantive items (the 
mandated school-based review procedure, as applied in the Belgian context, is very much focused on 
reality-testing in agenda-setting); (b) an agreed time period for accomplishing the contract; (c) a set of 
pre-defined tasks and obligations, with report-outs at pre-established tim^; and (d) a statement to 
crucial sectors of the school's environment regarding the proposed changes (a quest for legitimizaiion). 
Thus, through the induction of the projea-format the effect of contract status is to provide an action 
framework which focuses, legitimizes and makes salient activities related to implementation. 

In short, contract status has a (more or less effective) 'change indudve' nature: (a) it imports current 
public policy standards for innovation into the school organization; (b) it carries new educational ideas 
into the local school (see policy linkage); (c) it generates and expects focused project-framed work; and 
(d) it poses the school wth issues of redefining its internal and ejctemal relationships Le. dependencies 
(see also Pan Three). An overall effect of contract status is to put the school into a 'motivational 
state', that is, a state of readiness which pressures the school to prepare itself for implementation. 

Retrulating the implementation efforts 

How do schools prepare themselves for (contracted) implementation w>rk? How do th^r respond 
to their contract status? As indicated above, the responses will be ea^jressed not only (a) in terms of 
the stakes they put in the local change agenda, but also (b) in the project-structure created to carry out 
the implemenmtion, and (c) in the fimctions developed for steering the flow of implementation activi- 
ties. We view the way a school organizes (strucmres) and steers its implementation process as an 
important indicator for its basic response to the policymaker. 



Both the structDial amngement and the (Unctions developed for steering the flow of 
impl^entation work can be seen as regiilating mechanisms: th^ agonize and steer an nn&miliar set 
of (implementation) activities within the pattern of familiar organizational relationships and linkages 
of the standing organization. 

Stmaund arrangements for implememation work. The arrival of contract smtus impinges on the 
school's costomaiy work patterns and Unkages. Are th^ adequate^ geared to the implementation of 
complex change and particularly of a high-stak« agenda? Do th^ snfBoe for dealing efiGectivety with 
contracted change? 

In essence, a (temporaiy) structural arrangement serves to deal and cope with innovation tasks - 
which by their nature are new and on&miliar- and to which the standing ozganization may not 
adequately geared. Its veiy status as a temporaiy structure within the school organization provides 
people with opportunities for nnfrmftiar and non-traditional w^ of working and relating. 

Comprehensive and (»ntracted implementation activities have an unsettling effea on the 
existing linking patterns of an organization. For example, the setting of an agenda-for-dmnge, agreeing 
on diange goals and deciding how to approach the comprehensive change program puts the (usually 
weak) linkages among people, procedures and structures within the sdiool under a certain pressure. 
Under conditions of contracted change there is pressure to strengthen, to revise or to restructure the 
internal linkages. Schools are then feced with designing new structural devices, eg. a special work 
arrangement of taskgroups, coordinating roles, new work piocwiures, information and support 
networks, which all seek to csmblish new connections (linkages) between specific organizational 
Clements, This (temporary) structural arrangement can be seen as a 'transfer system*: it harbours and 
delivers the innovation in place. 

Again, schools respond in different ways. For example, an agenda with reduced national policy aims 
hardly requires new and spedfic structural arrangements: a down-sized innovation can be casity S^^r■a<, 
board^ using the customary and traditional linkage patterns of the school On the other hand, the 
implementation of a high-stakes agenda may imply building up an daborate s^t of taskgroups and 
developing a spedfic information network, that is, radically substituting new linkages for putting the 
izmvovation in place. 

In our research we were interested in (a) the design of the temporaiy (project-)structure, and in (h) 
its degree of prominence in the school organizatioa 

As an aspect of design, we tried to identify the complexity of the arran^ment in terms of number 
and diversity of elements and ingredients (e.g. a simple versus a diverse a|d complaE airangement of 
taskgroups, procedures and roles). Bringing together the notions of our itscardi projects, made as 
distinguish four components of an implementation arrangement They arei (a) a structural component: 
a configuration of taskgroups and (newly defined) roles for getting things done; (b) a procedural 



component' a S6t of new ways of working, isfonnation csich^nge or decison-m&king for patting nhe 
imujvation in place, and of allocating resources tluoaghom site impleme&ti&g oigsmizaiion; (c) a 
&dliQr (or capacity) component* a repertoire of resomces and fgcfiitieiS £nr encoaiagisg and doing the 
new; and (d) a iegitiinizing oomponest* a set of valnes (nonos) mA responsibiiities that serve to 
endorse and authorize implementation, i^ to e&iahlish Icgifimised inflioeaoe and anthori^ for doing 
the HmoQstomaiy things' in the sdiool, as implemraitation implies intervening in oagc^isig 02:ganization 
processes. 

Prominence relates to the question: Where did the school sitoate the temponuy smictnre in its 
organization? How central or how peripheral is it positioned in the daify life of the scho%;17 An 
important aspect of prominence includes the connection between the temporary arrangement and the 
core processes hi the school, that is, its proximity to the actual delivery t^aAms. In our research, we 
observed and interviewed teachers as to the extent they introduced concrete mattm from their daily 
classroom practices into, for example, the meetings of the temporary implementation structnre: To 
what extent were specific decisions made in these meetings with regard to practising innovative ideas in 
the classroom, and were classroom operiencxs brought back for evalnation? We assume that situating 
the temporary structure dose to the daily core practices would likely result hi a relatively high hnpact 
of the implementation activities on the actual teaching behavior (Verhagen et aL,1986; Van der Vegt 
& Knip, 1990; Vandenberghe et aL,1989). 

In our research we related the aspects of texture and prominence to outcomes of the implementation 
elSforts; these efifect measures concern classroom- and school-level operations. 

Functions for steering the flow of implemenuition woric The first regulating mechanism relates to the 
structuring; the second, as indicated above, concerns a set of functions for steering the implementation 
efforts. Our perspective is that the school, in coping with major ciiange, is presented with the demands 
for steering the activities which pose a challenge to the customary influence (regulating) patterns of 
the school. The existing, custom^ steolng mechanisms in use within the school may not be geared to 
complex and demanding implementation work. Thus, a new set of steering ftmctions has to be 
developed, or existing ones to be overhauled and re-defined. From a managerial point of vl^, 
contracted and comprehensive reform requires specific steering ftmctions. How will complex reform 
work be steered; can specific steering functions be identified, and to what extent do they relate to 
implementation effects? These questions are central to both our research projects and we come to 
deal with these in Part T^vo of this paper. 

In Fart One we presented an overview of our leading concepts. They csme to serve as an integrating 
£ramework for our research (see figure 1). Ths figure summarizes the flow of our pr^entation and 
outlines the firamework. It Is clear from figure 1 that the way we conceptualized the linkage between a 
national innovation policy and the local school also providi^ a framework for the analysis and 
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evaloatioD of a particular larg^-scale improvement project 

Part Two focuses more in detafi on the steering fimctions for implementation, using illustrations and 
research data from the projects in both countries. 



PART TWO: Steering Functions for the Conduct of Implanentation 
Overview of Pan Two 

We start with a brief summary of our researdi on steering the process of implementation. We then 
define and identify the steering Auctions. This is followed by a more detailed presentation of the 
profile of each of the four functions, illustrated by short case vignettes which were ^ken from our 
resean±i on innovating primary schools in Belgium and the Netherlands. In describing the functions we 
also include some research evidence from our other studies, in an attempt to validate our notions on 
steering. 

Research profects on steering functions; a summarv 

We began this research with some conceptual notions on processes of change in educational 
organizations and about the management of change in schools. These notions were further articulated 
in a systematic in-depth (qualitative) case study which invoh^ed four schools and lasted for about one 
year. These sites provided us with a host of data on steering behaviors of principals and staff, and each 
school was documented in detail in terms of the operating steering functions. Extensive cross-site 
analysis helped to sharpen and refine our notions. 

A research instrument was then developed to measure the degree to which each of the steering 
functions is actually present in implementation work. The functions were operationalized into five- 
point scal^ questions for school personnel about behaviors of principals related to the state of aSaixs 
of each function in that particular school (Van der Vegt & Knip, 1988). For example, the extent to 
which appreciation is expressed for teachers' investment in innovation work or the extent to which they 
get practical advice and direction. Thus, the steering Actions were recast into questionnaire format 
This questionnaire was finaUy administered in a few research projects. The data served to establish the 
degree of operation in the school of each of the steering functions. More work is certainly need^ to 
improve the conceptual and psychometric status of this research instrument In the meantime, other 
and improved versions of the questionnaire were develops 

Currently, in the process to conceptually integrate our findings, we work on the (conceptual) 
validation of the steering functions. This is to be achieved by confronting our findings on steering with 
empirical data from our (recent) studies which are based on different though -possibly- related 
theoretical concepts. We come to illustrate this below. 
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Steering the flow of implementation 

"Die schools in onr research dealt with ambitious plans for innovation. As contractors fbr change 
tlicy were involved in a complex change process, though with varying degrees of involvement and 
commitment Further, the realization of their plans had to be sustained over lengh^ periods of time 
(in the early 80', up to four years). 

As indicated in Part One, complex iimovation work poses an organiation with demands for steering 
the flow of the implementation activities: from a managerial perspective, impUmemation requires 
regulatum. As we saw, the customary regulating mechanisms, such as procedures for coordination and 
dedsion-making, leadership approaches, support activities, may not be geared to demanding innovation 
activities. In other words, th^ may well need to be overhaul^ to accomplish implementation since the 
school usually is not fully equiped to deal with complex innovation woric in a project-format Thus, a 
new set of steering functions may have to be created, while cristing or dormant ones will have to be re- 
defined 

Steering implies the exertUm of influence to regulate the workflow. In the first place, this is the task 
of the principal, obviously because of his/her position is the school Research has shown, that the 
principal rn importantly influence the work flow of Innovation (Leithwood, 1988; Van der Perre, 
1990). On the other hand, activities of many principals are fragmented and not su£Bciently fooissed on 
continuity of innovation work. The role of the principal as an 'instructional leader* is in general limited 
(Dwyer, Bamett & Lee, 1987). What a principal does under the heading of 'instructional leadership' is 
a small part of the daily work. Attention given to all his/her interventions, to the coherence or lack of 
same is just as importani. 

Nevertheless, there are others in the school who can influence the innovation process such as, 
steering groups, coordinators, and individual teachers (second change fedlitators: Hall & Herd, 1987). 
It is therefore important to check what and how others besides the principal can contribute to the 
innovation process. For example, we noted that in some schools the remedial teacher has an implicit 
but definite influence on the other teachers. Remedial activities often result in teachers' changing their 
practice because the results of the pupils have dramatically improved. 

However, not only tangible behavior is of effect Procedural provisions can also mfluence the work 
flow, such as planning schemes can keep up the momentum, and working in small task groups can 
result in peer suppori and consensus buflding. 

Consequently, diverse as they might appear, certain interventions and also procedures and structures 
can be identified as having a common effect on the flow of implememation. Such a duster with its 
specific (facilitating) effea eserts a 'function' in the implemenmtion process. For eacample, the 
prindpals closefy diecking the individual teachers as regards the progress of their innovation tasks in 
their classrooms and also a formal report-out procedure, no matter how diverse, may result in people 
knowing that targets are for real and that implementation is taken seriously (see below the steering 
function we term 'Directional Pressure'). 



ERIC 



9 12 



We preseat m illustration £rom our research projects. 

The piindpa! has conducted an ongoing information campaign on the introduction of a tsMcal new 
reading program £rom the 2nd to the 4th ^des. He has been able to convince the teachers. In the 
first project year, the principal personally draws tip the innovation plaiL It is a concrete, detailed plan 
of action for 'hidividnalimtion'. AU the teachers received this plan, \;fiie.-ein indications were also made 
which would apply specifically to their own classes. Hirooghout the sthool year, he legnlarly summons 
the teachers toother in small groups in order to prepare and evaluate the acti\1ties in Uie 
'individualization' framework and, if necessary, to make adjustments. At the close of the first project 
year, these groups were assigned to evaluate the year's activities and to offer a proposal for the 
following school year. Based on these reports, the principal devised a plan for the coming year.' 

It is clear that thu principal, by his specific interventions, initiates and steers a number of 

innnovation activities. He creates the scope (and the fiamework) in which this work can be conducted. 

Through his interventions, the teachers* actual activities in their classrooms continue to be linked with 

asi^ects of the innovation concept (goal region). The innovation is thus, as it were, piloted hito the 

class not only 1^ concrete directing behaviors but ^so by planning and reporting procedures that push 

the flow of implemenmtion efforts. Again, this diversity of behaviors and procedures tog-^ther comprise 

a 'steering function', which we term 'directional pressure' (see below). 

Profile of the steering fimctions 

We came to delineate the following steering functions: Concept Clarification/Direction; Directional 
Pressure; Assistance/Sunport and Latimde Definition. 

We contend that it is possible, by means of the steering functions, to describe an important part of 
the reali^ of innovation work at the school level The functions become valid in tangible work 
activities. All in aL, they can be very varied and differ greatly from school to schooL For a school 
involved in innovation, it is important that these steering fimctions will be developed. The functions 
which have and have not been developed, and the manner in which they are expressed in daify 
innovation activities, determine to a great extent the progr^ of implementation in the life of the 
school 

Direction/Concept Clarification 

This function deals with investments in (a) providing teachers with a clear vision or image of what 
will be achieved by implementation, and in (b) grounding this image in professional knowledge and 
skills of the teachers. Are teachers clear on the rationale behind the efforts they are asked to make? 
Can they visualize the immediate ftsture which th^ are working to bring about? These questions point 
to a search for a cognitive g^asp of the direction and meaning of the efforts. Essential is a concept of 
the desired smte of afEEdrs that sensed to focus attention and energy. The (Antral question is whether 
will be invested in delineating and articulating the goal region, that is, the region ii social space one 
wishes to move into. 

We distinguish between two aspects. The first relairt* *o articulating the goal region: drawing an 
image of the future state. We found that it may fas'^ly ijo strong an emphasis on long-term vision 



building which, as a xnatter of £Bct, is not strategically contingent ^th the more short-tenn incentive 
perspective of teachers (Lortic, 1975). 

Hie second aspect, and crudal in oni view, implies making dear how concrete, perhaps mundane, 
implementation activities relate to the goal region. For example, in our sites we noted the importance 
of principals' making believable linkages between concrete and present tasks of teachen and paiticalar 
components of the goal region. Can practical implementation work in the here-and-now be related to 
future achievement in the there-and-then? If so, the day-to-day activities receive a frame of reference 
which provides direction and motivation. It is in this practical and direct maimer that implementation 
acquires perspective and significance. 

By way cf illustration 

*In a primary school, three task groups of teachers meet weekfy in order to work on radical change in 
their reading-language teaching. At the beginning of the project, the principal express^ in his own 
rather penetrating manner, the e^ence of reading-language teaching to 4-12 year olds. At team 
meetings and in jtdividual discussions, he strong es^ressed his views on this innovation. He 
distinguished between three sub-prooe»es in reading-language teaching and, ushsg these as a base, 
divided his team into three task groups, each being given its own assigumenL He then drew up a step 
by step schedule from week to week, outlining what is expected of the task groups.' 

It is dear that a ratiomde for iimovatlon has been discu^ed in this school There is something of an 

innovative philosophy which is vigorously propagated and acknowledged by the principal. This 

philosophy is not only a distant vision but one which, furthermore, is given concrete translation in the 

(structural) plan for the practical implementation work: the three task groups represent the three 

distinguishing sub-proc^es of the encompa^ing view on the teaching process whith has to take shape 

at this school The structure for implementation work, and also the practical work in each of the 

groups, is thereby coupled with the overall, leading innovation concept. The principal expects that this 

leading concept will form a framework for the concrete implementation efforts. Hiis philosophy has 

also shown to be an important steering mechanism at a later smge of the innovation process. The 

principal firmly executes adjusting interventions, with continual reference to the 'basic philosophy'; in 

this way, he justifies his directing and clarifying actions. 

Teachers report that their prindpal keeps a close eyt on the innovation scene. "He reads the literature 
and keeps a close eye on all the developments.' The teachers state that the prindpal looks into and 
sifts things carefully, fining information first, before giving the teachers the all dear to begin 
something new. In this sense, he only permittol use of the computer on the condition that one of the 
teachers followed a supplementary course and was able to demonstrate use of the computer hi dass 
could be justified. When it was first brought into use, he was also present in the dassroom in order to 
follow the proceedings very dosely. He also gained information on the didactic value of the new pro- 
grams.* 

Here again it is not just a far-off innovation philosophy. The prindpal's view is dearly linked to a 
number of tangible activities which have to be undertaken. Contrary to the previous case, the influence 
of the viewpoint to innovation work is not visible in certain work structures (retthe three work 
groups) but in his daily activities. The result of the prindpal's behavior after a time is that the teachers 
know exactly what he has in mind for his school 
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VaMating evidence 

From two separate researcli projects on education innovation, we found (validating) confirmation of 
the importance of 'conceptual clarification'. Firstly, in our research into the principals' influence on the 
innovation process, we pay attention to sudi focets as strategic thinking and purposeful coordination 
(Verhoelsi, 1988; Vandenberghe, 1988a; Hall, 1987; Vandenbcrghe et al, 1990). In this research we 
started from the assumption that principals differ in their "strategic thinking*. Their long-term 
viewpoints differ, they also vary in the extent of attention paid to linking present, tangible activities to 
the targeted goal region. Some principals are very mw± focussed on the here-and-now; others again 
have a dear image of how their actions of to^lay can contribute to the realization of the long-term 
goal 

In the same researdli, strategic thinking of principals was divided into two categories: day-to-day 
management and a planning based on (long-term) vision. In day-to-day management there is little or 
no attention given to futtire developments. The principal's intervention is mainly dealing with problems 
which arise daily; they have no in-depth knowledge related to their innovation project The principals 
with a vision-based planning have a long-term perspective of the policy for their schools. They are 
highly focussed on activities relating to tangible professional work. 

Both categories of this 'strategic thinking' variable were operationalized into a written questlozmaire 
for teachers. In this way it was possible to differentiate principals. We found that principals £rom the 
high-implementation schools differed (smtistically) significantly from those of the low-implementation 
schools. The first ones scored significantly higher on 'vision and planning*, compared to the latter ones. 

Other results a>mparing innovation-orientated schools (n=21) and non-irmovation-orientated 
schools (n»24) confirmed th^e findings (Staessens & Vandenberghe, 19S9). The principals from the 
high-implementation and irmovation-orientated schools scores were significantly higher for vision and 
planning, whereas their colleagues from the low-implementation and non-iimovation-orientated schools 
scored significantly higher in the category day-to-day management 

We can also illustrate the importance of the steering function 'conceptual clarification' by referring 
to recent research into the link between school culture and the innovation process (Stamens, 
199lAb)- The articulation of a viewpoint on innovation, expressed by the principal and accepted by 
the teachers, is an aspect of a prof^lonal culture which clearly influence the implementation flow in 
the school. The vision acts as a guideline to evaluate the daily innovation efforts. It is dear that this 
steering function not only relates to a 'cognitive grasp of the goal region' but also contribute to the 
creation of a supporting and motivating climate in the schooL 

In one related project, we focussed on the relationship between the explidtness of goal orientation 
(for innovation work) and implementation results. We found differences as e^>ectal: high- 
implementation schools score higher in the presence of an articulated goal region than do low- 
implementation schools (Centrum voor Ondenvijsbelcid en -vemieuwing, 1985). 
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IXrecthnal Pressure 

In the previous ftmction, 'direction' refBired to a cognitive grasp. Here it refers to operational 
masteiy of implementation together with pressure to achieve, hence Directional Ppissure. It is 
oonoemed with bringing about conditions in the school under which people know that implementation 
work is taken seriously, that action and investment are aqpected, and that deadlines are for real The 
innovation agenda is kept alive and active; work is fur la»ps. 

Directional Pressure impacts heavily on influence patterns in the school As implementation proceeds, 
people have to be assigned new and nnfamiliar tasks, and made aoooontable for them, which requires 
the exertion of influence The very design of this function reflects the manner in which a school could 
cope with the influence-authority issue, an fesue which by its very natare is induced by implementation 
work (see Part One, and also Part Three). 

This function can be designed if various waj/s. It can be highly personalized, with directional pressure 
emanating from the principal Alternatively, it can exist in a highly formalized, that is, under the guise 
of plans, procedures, time schedules. More usually, there are combinations; for example, the principal 
justifies his/her influence attempts by referring to formal procedures and delivery dates. His/her 
pushing and pulling, or 'project chasing*, receives legitimization by linking tc the formalized work 
design. Often in small social systems with an egalitarian structure, application of directional pressure is 
a sensitive issue. Activities which perform this fonction are apt to have influencing overtones. 

What is tiie relationship between 'Conceptual C3arification' (Direction) and "Directional Pressure*? 
The term 'direction' can lead to a misunderstanding. We emphasize again that by use of the first 
'direction' is implied, a cognitive grasp on the innovative concept and the goal region. The latter 
involves the operadonal'fwnagerial work towards the goal region; it relates to a narrower sense of 
innovation managemenL 

By way of Ulustration 

The prindpal puts the innovation work into a strict i«gime: tiie tasks are defined and tiie leading 
questions are provided for the task groups, the planning is detailed. The principal's planning is 
obviously the most important steering mechanism. He can indicate accurately where the task groups 
are and what has to happen. He combines personal persuasion with conscientious use of such formal 
procedures as schedules and agenda. He is demanding and has too high a work tempo for some of the 
teachers. In this way, after some time a degree of tension creeps into the school* his manner of 
directing causes some of the teachers to doubt tiiemselves.' 

Qearly, this prindpal is putting prKsure on the team members in order to direct their 
implementation efifbrts. In this way, he creates conditions such as planning, agenda planning, meeting 
appointments, whereby it is made clear to the teachers that tfa^ are expected to invest in 
implementation work. This leads to 'mucking up the system'. 

We note, firstly, that this directional pressure is effiSS in tangible behavior in the school, in the 
above case, the prindpal who prepares all the activities ready for use. This steering paves the way to 
the goal region. Secondly, this function can also be expressed in a more procedural manner. Usually 
both aspects are highlighted: 'we have drawn up a plan; we would like to work it out during the first 
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trimester, and so may I exert pressure in order to cany out these acdvitiess in class as finom now*. As 
has been said, the directing activities are thus legitimized by a planned project design. 

This can give rise to tension ratering into the work relationships, which can lead to discomfort 
between the team members, particularly sinc^ most of our primary schools function as small social 
units with an equalitarian^xillegial structure. In this contest, we noted that in the early stages of an 
ionovation project schools predominantly applied formal steering procedures limiting the risks of 
personal confrontation. 

Validating evidence 

It is clear from above that an important aspect of this function is related to the principal's 
leadership style. An aspect of our research was the link between leadoship style • particularly support 
behavior • and the implementation of the innovation (local agenda-for-change). Principals' styles can 
vary in their daity interaction with teachers. Hi^ can either be overly ooncemed about their teadiers' 
problems or, bind them strictly to the execution of the innovation msks, being under the impression 
that this is a stimulotlv^g force (Vandenberghe, 1988a; Hall, 1987). 

We differentiate two fod: in the framework of an innovation project, a principal can interact either 
in a 'sodally-infonnal or 'formal-professional manner*. Sodally-infonnal prindpals feel it is their task 
to deal with their teachers' immediate concerns, paying no attention to the long-term consequence. 
Their attitude is friendly and easy-going; they try to find solutions to problems Immediately. We 
assume those principals' behaviors are not representative of the steering function 'directional pressure'. 
We emphasize that this function in particular represents the operational and regulating management 
aspect of innovation work, and this does not suit their management style wherein they wish to create 
their own personal easy-going atmosphere. Principals who behave in a formal-professional manner 
give less attention to immediate personal concerns; their behavior is aimed at the achievement of 
innovation objectives. We assume these principals support the implementation activities in a way which 
is representative for 'directional pressure'. 

What are the results of our research? As fer as the sodally-infonnal category is concerned, no 
difference was found between the high- and low-implementation schools. With regard to the second 
category, namely formal-professional, the prindpals from the high-implementation schools scored 
(statistically) significantly higher than those from the low-implementation schools. Assuming that 
prindpals from the latter category practice more directional pr^ure, we tentatively conclude that this 
influenced implementation positively. 

We briefly introduce another project that might contribute to validate our notions with respect to 
directional pressure. In this rese' jch, we clustered the prindpals* interventions into 'functions'. One of 
these functions we labelled 'purposeful coordination' via plaiming (Vandenberghe, 1985). The next two 
questions (used as guiding questions to analyse the interview data) were appli^ to this variable. 
Firstly: do we find a ciearly explirit Image as to how the innovation program best can be Implemented 
(with the goal region in mind)? Secondly: are activities developed relating to the steps of the planning 
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process and are provisions made to cany out the proposed innovation actiivities («opemtional aspect 
of directional pressure)? Several things were noted from the research: that schools differed greatly in 
planned coordination of implementation efforts, and only a few schools (4 of the 24) realized this 
complex function satis&ctorily. Three of these foiir schools belonged to the high-implementation 
schools (a total of 7 schools). 

Assistance/Support 

Generally speaking, AssistanceySuppon relates to the school's cs^acity to mobilize resources and 
eapertise for innovation work, ingredients necessary to reach the goal region. 

The texture of this function is complex. In our stu(ty we distinghuish between four sub-ftoctions, 
namely. 

(a) facility support: supplying (mobilizingMlocating) staf^ materials, finance. 

(b) sodal-emotional support: provision of encouragement, confidence; buflding trust and safety. 

(c) technical assistance: assurance of technical expertise and know-how, and grounding it in existing 
professional knowledge by way of e.g. training, advisory activities, feedback on performance, coaching. 

(d) operational-administrative support: attention given to removal of hurdles e.g. outdated procedures 
and practices inhibiting the progress of implementation. 

Hiese sub-functions can have been more or less developed initially; they can further develop during 
the process of implementation. All four sub-functions may be underdeveloped before commencement 
of implementation, e.g. little staff support as regards information, instruction and sodal-«motional 
climate, or one sub-fimction can be prominent and the others hardfy recognized, eg. the principal 
attaches moi^ importance to a good atmosphere rather than firm instructions as regards 
implementation. 

By way of illustration 

In a primary school innovation work is strongly supported by technical advice from the prindpaL Ms 
control is directly linked to tangible help and support: he supervises, holds the course of work and 
gives immediate personal assistance on location. Sodal-emofional support has not bmi fully 
developed. A few teachers are highty strung because of the high standard demanded, without their 
receiving sufSdent social support It would appear that they cannot espress their feelings of doubt and 
uncertainty as to whether thqr can maintain this high standard. The strong work- and adiievement- 
ethos, supported by the principal, pushes the emotional support into the background.' 

•At another primary school, the teachers do eaqwrience strong social-emotional support from their 
prindpaL He encourage and gives undivided ibidividual attention to his staft He is tmdemanding as 
regards the implementation and quality of innovation worL The majority of the team agree as to how 
they should work with the children. There is a good team cohesion; this gives rise to a homogenous 
sodally-supportive climate. However, in this cHmate, innovation is difiScult to achieve, not only because 
the goal region is insufiHdently highlighted but also because technical support is lacking.' 

When comparing the two above cases, it is evident that in the drst instance a 'aigh degree of 

technical support is given but social support has not been sufHdentty developed, this at the capense of 

implementation work. In the latter, a high degree of sodal support is given which detracts from the 

incentive to implement the innovation. In both cases, development of both steering sub-fUnctions are 



out of balance. 
Validating evidence 

The atjove mentioned support is not only dependent on the principal but also on the coUegiai 
network within the school In one study, we studied the professional relations between teachers and the 
degree of implementation of their innovations. TrofiBSsional relations' were defined as regular contact 
between staff; wherein various educational and didactic subjects are dealt with and which results in 
being well informed of mutual implementation efforts. We paid particular attention to detennining the 
extent of their knowledge of each others' implementation efforts (Centrum voor Onderodjsbeleid en - 
vemieuwing, 1^). 

In this study, we categorized the sdiools acxording to the esitent of their implementation effect; we 
distinguished five categories. In ^ch of those categories we found teachers who experienced their 
professional relations as being positive and supporting. However, on smdying category 1 (highest 
hnplementation) to category 5 (lowest implementation), we noted an increase in the number of schools 
in which professional relations were experience as being non-supportive. Generally speaking, we must 
conclude that the relationship we found between 'professional relations' and degree of implementation 
deserves further clarification. 

In another research project on school culture and implementation efTects, attention was given to 
prof^ional relations between teachers (Staessens, 1991,b). We assumed that the variable 'professional 
relations' includes communication and collaboration as two basic processes of the school culture. In 
other words, a mutual interest in work and therefore communication, and professional support in that 
the teachers know that they can help each other (technical support through collaboration). Data 
analysis determine a &ctor which confirmed the importance of professional relations. This hctoi can 
be described as 'absence of professional support'. Absence of profe^ional support was expressed in 
mutual lack of (professional) trust* teachers were a&aid to ask for advice; they found it difficult and 
embarrassing to raise questions at meetings. There was also a lack of structural provisions for support; 
no network to provide support for each other, no institutionalized communication chaimels for 
exchange of views on educational matters. This indicates that support is not only a relational process 
but also deals with structural provisions. 

In the study where innovation-orientated schools wsre compared with non-innovation-orientated 
schools, the results were clearer (Staessens & Vandenberghe, 1989). The differences were significant 
both in professional relations and 'lack of professional suppon': teachers of innovation-orientated 
schools make clear that th^ experience more communication and collaboration in their schools than 
their colleagues in non-innovation-orientated schools, whilst the teachers from the latter express clearly 
that they lack professional trust and have no means structural support. 
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Latilude Definition 

Latitude Definition relates to the otent of spedfying the range of acceptable paths to the goal 
regum. How much fledbflity or discretionaiy power do teachers have to shape the tasks th^ have to 
do? This lonction deals with the extent to which (the execution of) the implementation tasks are 
checked against, what is considered as, the very nature or essence of the innovation concept In other 
words: the degree in which considerations of the goal region enter into the definition of the teachers' 
autonomy in conducting their implementation activities. Ihis cheddng can be loose, so teachers will 
have a good deal of freedom with regards to how they want to perform their hmovation tasks; 
confrontation with goal region considerations will impinge but little on these tasks. However, if this 
type of checking is £m}ttent and sustained, there can he veiy narrow latitude for personal discretion. 
Work then has a prescriptive nature and m^ be charactoriTed by tight smveUlanoe, not only, liow are 
you getting on?* but also, let me have a look and let* s check*. In essence, Latitude Definition hnplies 
that the school has to deal with the important issue of defining the autonomy (discretionaiy power) of 
the teachers with regard to their renewal tasks. In defining and delineating this, there may be 
arrangements for survdUance of the work, for corrective «em, and also for sustained support and 
trust Thus, the functions of Concept Clarification, Latitude Definition, Support, and the 
corresponding behaviors of the principal, may be closely connected. 

1^ way of illustration 

In the following cases, we indicate that steering functions form a specific pattern or configuration. 

*In a primary school, there is strict surveillance of task implementation. Margins and deviations are 
closely watched and accurate instructions are given as to what must be achieve by the task groups. 
Surveillance is narrow but open. Deviations are noticed and this is steered in, what is regarded hy the 
principal, the right direction. However, these control and steering aspects are accompanied by work 
suggestions and technical work support Work specification and surveillance are accepted by all 
teachers fa spoonful of sugar helps the medidne go down'- Mary Poppins). However, the three task 
groui^ of implementing teachers di£fer in autonomy (discretionaiy power) and this is dependent on the 
amount of trust given individually to each task group by the principal'. 

This case contains the ingredients of this steering fonction, namely work specification, surveillanoe, 
dicretionaiy power. We also see that limitation-by-oontrol is dosely connected to support offered: this 
prindpal gives little autonomy (discretionaiy power), but within this marked path to the goal region he 
offers deliberate aud differentiated support 

In a primary school, the goal region is vague, underdeveloped. Under these drcomstances, there is no 
point in discussing the delineation and distribution of responsibilities and tasks for innovation work. 
The innovation agenda is miiiftp^Tiirt; there is no point in asking how mtich innovation work should be 
executed by the staff at their own discretion. The little th^ do can be done within the normal routines 
and procedures. However, the teachers are given exact instructions as to how ihcy should approadi and 
deal with other schools in the ndghborhood. Surveillanoe in this respect is quite strict* in this way, the 
school builds up its defences against 'disturbing iimovation impulses', which it feels may intrude into 
the life of the school' 

Prom the above, it is clear that the steering function Latitude Definition is 'unnecessary' if the goal 
.^j^^ region is weakly developed. However, we wish to emphasize another aspect Complex innovation 

projects, particularly in an eatemal policy contejct, can give rise to limiting surveillance of 'boundary 
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behavior' of the school, that is» how the school presents itself to the outside world (Smjrth & Van der 
Vegt» 1992). This is a variation of Latitude Definition v^ch, as it were, is a natural effect of 
confrontation between national innovation policy and the local school 
VaMating evidence 

What is the relation of this fourth steering fun<^on to the implementation effects? Our case studies 
provided a few indications (Verhagoi e^a^ 1986). However, more and systematic research is necessary 
as this relationship is as yet not empirically altogether dear. 

In the follow-up research of the 24 schools, we did discover schools in each of the five 
implementation groups where this function had been well developed (Vandenberghe, 198S; Centrum 
voor Ondeiwijsbeleid en -vcmicuwing, 1985). Consequently, more research is required. 

Earlier on in this paper, we indicated the necessity to analyze this fourth function in relation to the 
other three. After all, Latitude Definition, with aspects of suiveillanoe, in an uncertain or unsafe 
innovation environment, can be easily caqierient^ by staff as Support On the other hand, delineation 
and limitation can be experienced as Direction/Concept Clarification, ss signposting to the goal region. 
Factor-analysis showed that this function is related to the other functions (Van der Vegt & Knip, 1988; 
Van Tulder & Veenman, 1991). 

In conclusion 

Schools differ in the prince and prominence of these steering functions. They also differ in the 
configuration of these four functions. We have indications that the presence and nature of these 
functions help determine the degree of implementation of the innovation. As mentioned before, 
together these functions may art as a framework for the analysis and evaluation of innovation work by 
schools involve In a comprehensive national innovation project 



PART THREE: On Concerns about Implementing Comprehensive Change 
Introduction 

In Part One, we identified three basic responses of an implementing school to external policy 
inducements, namely in terms of setting the agenda-for-change, and stniauring and steering the flow of 
implementation work. In this Part we return to th^e notions. 

However, we will shift from the school's responses to its pre-occupations, that is, to the underlying 
concerns of a school, engaged in (contraaed) implementation. 

What are possible pre-occupations of implementing schools? What in varying degrees, may "worry* 
them? Generally speaking, a concern has a substance, that is, a theme (one is concerned about 
•feomething*, vague or undefined though it may be), and that theme demands one's attention. 



Obviously, here a theme refers to the dyuamics of implembntetioii* insofer as these impact on social 
inteiactioxi prooesses or linkage patterns of the school A concern usually has social-emotional 
overtones, e.g. people become concerned abont the adequacy of their professional competence and 
thus develop doubts about their social status and professional, acceptance in the school 

We came to identify these implementatlon-ooncems by closely registering what people espressed as 
their pre-occupations with innovation work, in their classrooms, in the principal's ofSce, in staff 
sessions. Unlike the steering functions and the structural annngemente we studied, the concerns 
identified lack, what we consider, a proper empirical data base. However, our interest in the mmre of 
implementation work led us to tentatively situate the concerns in the contejtl of the school's threefold 
response. 

Concerns generated bv implementing comprehensive innovations 

As indicated above, we view implementation as having an "intervention quality* and as such it may 
induce a set of concerns into the life of a school We will sketch how, and what, concerns may be 
generated in the life of the school, because of its engagement in complex innovation. 

We assume that implementation-concerns have three sources. Concerns are brought about by: 

(a) the very nature of the implementing efforts; 

(b) the possible impact of implementation on tbe organizational dynamics, particularly in schools with 
a high-stakes' agenda; and 

(c) the innovative concepts (programs) which may import social-emotional themes into the school 

The very nature of the implementation efforts. Implementailon tasks typically are, by their veiy nature, 
highly concrete: 'putting new things in place on the shopfloor* and as such, it is a 'frontline activitity*. 
Because of the concreteness, implementation implies direa experiential contact with the innovative 
concept (program) as opposed to the more abstract, 'Ideal' (cognitive) grasp of an overall vision that 
characterizes the process of adopting innovative concepts. Implementing, more than adoption, is 'for ' 
real' as it means actually doing things, particularly, doing the new things for the first time. 
Consequently, implementing is an activitity in the here-and-now, as contrasted to the there-rand-then 
(anticipating) perspective of adoption work. In other words, the implementation activities are usually 
'close to the bone', involving concrete change in one's woridng practices and in the immediate work 
conditions: the realities of change begin to bite (Van der Vegt & Knip, 1990), and, to some extent, 
people's professional identities will be at stake. 

Furthermore, the implementation task typically provides the first feedback about how the innovation 
is taking shape. Among the data that begin to feedback are items on how the new program fits into or 
clashes with existing practices, how it accommodates to organizational structures and on the incentives 
and disincentives it contains (Smyth & Van der Vegt, 1992). 

Terms like here-and-now, for real, close to the bone and first feedback point to concreteness and 
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immediacy, being basic charactcaristics of implementation work- These may give rise to a comp&enee 
concern on the part of the implementers fWill I be able to do the new work?'), which naay unsettle the 
level of safely and trust within the school f Is our school a safie place to express feelings of inadequacy? 
Will somebody suppon me/te?). From a managerial or school leadership perspective, a related and 
prominent conojm is: How are we going to organize ourseWes for implementation work?', because the 
routine and existing work structures and procedures might not fit the new task demands. 

In summary, concerns are likely to arise beiause of the immediate and experiential nature of the 
task of implementing. 



Impact on organizational (fynamics. Implementation means "work on location*. While working on site, 
sta£f and school leaders are confronted with mundane org^iizational (fynamics. For a number of our 
schools, implementation implied mildly uprooting their eadsting structures and work procedtires; in 
some extreme cases, it meant dfemantling existing practices to build up a new organization that 
exemplified the innovative concept Particularly, in schools with a high-stakes' agenda, we noted that 
this process could (temporarily) lead to structural looseness and to some unpredlctablity in 
organizational decision-making CWho is going to take charge of coordinating the diversity of new 
tasks?"). In short, implementing comprehensive iimovatlons loosens up, sometimes even uproots -albeit 
it temporarily- the existing organizational structures, wherd)y even the 'nuts and bolts' of the 
organization can be at stake. Elsewhere we note that the dynamics of implementation particularly 
affect the power and authority relationships in the school, bringing about important influence issues, 
e.g. status and incattives are at stake and customary leadership patterns are 'at risk*: all this may be a 
matter of concern to those concerned. (Van der Vegt & Knip, 1990; Vandenberghe & Van der Vegt, 
1992). 

We briefly mention another point An organization, in transacting with its environment graduallj' 
establishes its identity, an image of what it looks like and what can be expected from it However, by 
accepting the status as a contraaed party for implementation the school puts itself as indicated in Pan 
One, in the arena of public policy (policy linkage). Contracted innovation may thus lead to redefine 
the pattern of interplay between the organization and its external environment Implementing radical 
change means the school's engagement in a process of re-defining its identity and, consequently, re- 
negotiating its position (its niche) in the environment* to engage in comprehensive innovation is to put 
the organization's identity at stake. This may arouse concerns about the legitimacy of the endeavor, 
about the investments to be made, as well as about the endorsement and acceptance by relevant 
professional bodies (Smyth & Van der Vegt, 1992). 

Innovative concepts importing social-emotional themes. We mention a last characteristic of 
implementation which may trigger off concerns within the life of the school Complex iimovative 
concepts or programs contain multiple ingredients: objectives, an underlying theory, methods and 
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nsualfy, an Ideological rationale. However, the^ also cany implidt^ sodal-emotionsl tbemes deaUng 
with interpersonal values between members of different professions or between teacheis and their 
students, e.g. trust, recognition, aooeptanoe and self-esteem. In the process of implementing the 
^ovative program th^ themes are imported into the school There th^ may confront or unsettle 
value patterns which, until then, regulated the relationships among staff or between teachers and 
students. For example, the new program may induce control and trust concerns among the teachers vis 
a vis their students, unsettling the established pattern of intemction, in particular, the authori^ pattern 
(Huberman & Miles, 1984; Ehnorc, 1987). Consequently, the organization may be posed with new and 
sometimes unexpected social-emotioiml (value) concerns. 

In conclusion, these chajracteristics of the implementation process may give rise to concerns in the 
life of the school 

Implementation concerns and the schooj'sjesponses 
We tentatively delineate sa concems^bout-implementation v^ork. These are: 

(1) Legitimacy and endorsement: concern about the impact of implementing comprehensive change on 
the school's (present/future) identity, that is, on its positioning -its niche- in professional and policy 
environments Cis implementing this innovative program a wise, justifiable and responsible act?'). 
Elsewhere wc label this as a "boundary issue': an issue which Unls the implementing organization to its 
environment: Smyth & Van der Vegi, 1992). 

(2) Organizing and structuring: concern about designing and organizing the new work flow; that is, 
nagging qu^tions about shaping temporary structural arrangements to rondua the innvovation work 
in an existing organization with vested interests Chow to build a work structure to do the uncommon 
job of implemenmtion effectively?'). 

(3) Direction: a>ncem about the uncertain future state of the organization; that is, doubts, 
unartainties and feelings of insecurity about an unknown region and niche in the new territory (Tiow 
will things develop and appear; in vs^t way can we grasp the future and come to terms with some of 
the anticipatory anxieties?'). 

(4) Effon: concern about to how much to invest in conaete implementation activities; that is, 
considering and wondering about the degree of ojmmitment and engagement in innovation work, and 
concern about mobilizing energy and focusing efforts (will we, and how, invest in coordinated efforts 
towards bringing about the change?*). 

(5) Capacity and Competence; concern about whether the implementation tasks can be realistically 
carried out in terms of (perceiv^) competences and capacities; that is, doubts and fears regarding 
adequacy and efBcacy, relating to mobilizing of technical and social-emotional support and allocating 
material assistance Care we really able to do the work; are we provided with the necessaiy instruments 
and are we sufSciently equipped; is it a safe place to do these uncommon things?'). 

(6) Discretionary Power/Autonomy: concern with degrees of freedom in conducting and contributing to 
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the implementatioa process; that is, feaxs but also hopes about the efE^ imploaenting will have on 
people's autonou^ or (felt) power in controlling one's imm«iiate work place Ccan we do things as we 
SM fit; do we have to give up, or gain, antonotny?'). 

In Figure 2 we r^te these six dominant concerns to the school's respooses (or to the schoofs local 
innovation policy). 

The iBgUbmuy concan is considered a •boundary concern'; that is, it mainly deals with the outside 
world: the implementing school must demonstrate its commitment to engage in major change. 
Consequently, we link this le^timacy concern to the response 'setting the agenda for change', because 
this response speaks to the policy and professional world of the school 

The organizing concern clearly relates to what we -in Part One- described as the response of 
'creating/developing a structural arrangement for the condua of implemention work*. 

The next four concerns are embraced in the response of the steering fiinctions we introduced in Part 
Two. 



PART FOUR: On Comparing National Innovation Policies 
Introduction 

We conducted our research separately in two different contexts at national level Because of this, we 
had to take into account the differences in the r^pective educational innovation policies for primary 
education. Part Four deals with the contributions estemal national policy can render to local 
innovation work. 

We contend that external national policy can be contiibatary to the development and operation of 
the four steering functions for implementation work at sdiool level In partiwlar, the structure of the 
j».''ficy, that is, its u,.-iposition would ideally be a reflection of the four steering functions at local level 
Ttie steering fonctions thus can be regarded as data points around which one collects data on the 
contribution of national pohcy to local implementation efforts. To put it differently, the steering 
functions can be given the status as reference points (indicators) when analydng the effMtivcness of 
the national innovation policy. 

We will illustiate briefly that national imiovation policies, different though they may be, can be 
compared in a meaningful way. This set of data points - on referent* points - allows for systematic 
compari^^ . of different innovation policies as to their effects on local implementation work 
(Vandenlwi^^e & Van der Vegt, 1992). 
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i^v^parim^ fnatinn«n innQv^tiCT WU?!?? 
^cfomst^ft^ ^^^^ '^^^^ ^"''^ ' 

school as follows: , ^ « 

(a) « Conoeptoal CUttfflB.tio»©ii«i<»: the «ent to wUCh poUcy «mt,ib«t« to the clarification of 

scoDc asid contents of the hmorative program (Oaxms the goal leglon); 

(b) ^ DiKCtional ftessnie: the e«ent to «hld, poUc? contribntB a«r.»<» P''^'" ""^ 
to keep a continnalfacBS on the realization of the innovation; 

(c) as Uttitndc Deflnltion: the eaen. to ^ch policy antiibu.^ «. spedflcatlon of dlsoetioaary 
initiative of Uie sdiool (leflnlng the scope itor load interpiemtlon of the Innovative prognm,); 

(d) as Snppon and Assistance: the enen. to «hlch polU, conuibntes U, the local implementation 
efforts in terms of fedlHies (staft fonding) and technical imowhow. 

Tie n-ain ,«stlon is: to what extent does eit«nal poUq, contn-bnte to each of the local sj^g 
Sections and, how are these contrihnUons ,«pt in proportion «.d balance. For "-^^ 

pom, of View, the poUcy can barely direct attention «. the presentation ^ '^'^f^' 
^novation concept; sd.ool s«dl are left wondering how they should interpret flteir hmovativ. e«brts: 
„n,nbn,ion to the development of a load steering fandon of Dtaction is wealt. How«,er. poU„ «» 
he forcefully regulating and administtatively.pre«dpth«: poUqr contributions in tenas of 
administrative regulations am be Wt on the shop floor. At the same time, however, pohqr 
contributions «n be either generous or ftugal in aUoarting resour«s for fl>e load implementer^ 

COS. ofBels^ THe NemerU^. What is the state of affiUrs of mrtional hmovatlon poU,, 
in Belgium and The Netherlands, as regards those four refcrence points? A brief summary fbUov^. 

CU^nlDlreCion. In The Nethertends we see t«o aspects: (1) there is a noU^able 
(naloC) effort to communicate and articulate the Innovatio. concept; and (2) «hool is presented 

with a generalized 0<wal) innovation strategy. 

AS to dte firs, aspect, we see a great deal of attention being given to the developmem and 
iissemlnatiou of the concept of the New Primary School, which is «prc*sed through various 
^formation, and advisor, networks. In this way. schooU are not left wondering about the essential 
features of the new primary education. Initially, national and regional sdrool a.nsuItation agendes are 
Widely involved in transUting innovation to the load school In propagating the new primary school, 
tocal schools in Tire Netherlands were invited u> apply for project-flmding to dmrt as pioneer., the 
new territory of primary eduartion in tire «»n,ry (see Part One). This aspect Is less P»-'--' '» 
Belgium than in The Neflrerlands. the reason betag tirat tire Belgian Innovation poUqr do« no. imply 
basic institutional reform as it does in The Neflrerlands. 

The second aspect t, a more opemtioma The malcer recommends an approach or a stra«gy 
of „m,„cdng tire load innovation worlr. In tire early stages of tire «lua.tional reform, tor e^rmple. 
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Dutch schools were presented with an organizatioiiKievelopment approach as guideline, which was 
sobstituied around 1985 by a more presoiptive-prograinmatic approach, with emphasis on part- 
ijinovation. 

For Belgian schools, this second aspect is rather prominent Hie (mandated) School-Based Review 
presented these schools with a definite method and work procednre. 

Dinetional Pressure. The contribution of cnemal policy impli'js: eocertion of pressure to maintain 
continual ftxais on the targeted innovation goals by principal and teachers. Hiis is most dearly 
expressed in planning requirements: task plans shotUd be drawn up and procedural accountability times 
arranged. For eammple, the School-Based Review procedure in Belgium demands a self-analysis from 
the school so that an assessment can be made of conditions and capacities necessary to conduct the 
innovation project. 

All these things, planning, phasing of tim^ specification of work procedures arc more or less 
forcefully determined in the national policy. If this is so, the hoped for effect is, that the school 
recognizes the time frame and available fodlities and is realistically guided by those. 

The essence of this reference point is: to what estcnt does the policy pilot conditions into the 
school, in order to make people aware and to experience that their innovation efforts are important, 
that is, •for real'? 

Latitude Definition. How great is the discretionary power lent to the school and what degree of 
(encmal) surveillanre is exerted by the policy maker? The answers to these questions are strongly 
dependent on the institutional relationship between local schools and national policy. Yet, within this 
institutional fi^e, the innovation policy can be more or less strict with regard to the interpretation by 
the local school of the innovative concept (program). What are the margins? National policies may 
differ in alertness and the degree of practical surveillance and control as to what happens on the shop 
floor. 

Qearly, this contribution in particular is very close to the relationship between national policy and 
the autonomy of the school. Both in Belgium and The Netherlands, the educational system knows a 
delicate political balance, which does not permit the policy maker to prescribe in detail how the 
innovation should take form at local level Given this balance, this kind of contribution can easily 
generate controversy. There are limited possibilitias to influence the school in 'important innovation 
details'. The contributions of Latitude Definition will be from a distance, restricted and, moreover, very 
likely linked to Direction and Support (see Part TNvo). 

Support & Assistance. This is probably the most eye-catching and (possibly) most grateful 
conctribuiion of the policy maker to the innovating school This reference point relates to concrete 
matters such as the assignment of temporary extra staS; the aMocation of financial r^ouros and 
technical assistance. This 'repertoire' of contributions to an important local steering funoloa is 
predominantly instrumental: the (contracted) implementing party is, in varying degros, equiped to 
conduct its innovation task. 
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This suppon-repcrtoire can be analysed in terms of (a) its sope: the amount of help given 
(generous or limited); (b) its diversity, the variation in the repertoire (eg. ftmding only, or also 
consultancy services for teachers, in-service training programs, study conferences); (c) its coherence: 
the degree of integration (tuning) of the components of the repertoire (loose, rhapsodic or closely 
knitted); and (d) its availability: the degree of approachabillty (the easiness in claiming assistance; 
high/low thresholds). As to this reference point, the two policies differed in their support-repertoire. 



IN CONCLUSION 

Our research was (and is) focused on the texture of implementation worL In this paper, we outlined 
some of the research projects and their related concepts. Our current work attempts to validate and 
articulate our theoretical notions on the implementation process in schools involved in a 
comprehensive, national educational reform. 
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